Baron Parke has indeed referred the court to a case in which ho admitted a witness, proved to be, to a certain extent, insane ; and on referring the question to the judges, they were of opinion that the witness was rightly admitted. This case, however, was not argued, nor was any judgment pronounced.^ Sir David Dundas has also a note of a case in which Baron Hullock admitted, as a witness, a surgeon who had been acquitted of murder on the ground of insanity, and was then in confinement.
Mr. Baron Alderson.?" I defended that surgeon?he was no more mad than you. He practised extensively when in prison." Mr. Collier Undoubtedly a verdict of acquittal, on the ground of insanity, would be a very precarious test.
III. It would be inconvenient, as well upon grounds of public policy as upon other grounds, to introduce a modification of this rule. Unquestionably, the generality of the rule which exempts a lunatic from responsibility for criminal acts, has been modified: and the question in each case has been said to be, whether or not he was able to distinguish right from wrong with reference to the criminal act. But the exemption from responsibility for crimes is founded upon a sense of the injustice of punishing a person for doing that which he does not know to be wrong: a totally different foundation from that of the rule which excludes a lunatic from being a witness?an exception to the one is not, therefore, necessarily an exception to the other. 
